
201(b). 203(c), 204(a), 205, and 403 of the Communications Act.26 MCI Telecommunications

requests that the Commission immediately prescribe certain rates, terms. and conditions in the

above-captioned investigation of price cap ILECs' interstate tariffs, filed December 17. 1997.

These tariffs, which were suspended by the Commission for one day and which took effect on

January 1, 1998 pending investigation,27 set forth rates, terms and conditions that ILEes filed as a

result of the Commission's Access Ch~e Refoun OrderS and Universal Service Order.29

The failure on the part of the ILECs to fully implement the Commission's limited access

reform and universal service decisions have simultaneously put long distance carriers in an

expensive and risky guessing-game as we try to collect the revenues to meet presubscribed

interexchange carrier charge (PICC) and universal service fund (USF) obligations we pay to the

ILECs, and have left long distance customers at risk of overpaying these new charges.

Specifically. the ILECs have failed to:

26 47 U.S.c. §§ 154(i), 1540). 201(b). 203(c), 204(a). 205. and 403.

27Tariffs Implementing Access Charge Reform, CC Docket No. 97-250, Memorandum
Opinion and Order, DA 97-2724 (Com. Car. Bur., reI. Dec. 30, 1997)(Access Charie Refoun
Tariffs Suspension Order). See~, Memorandum Opinion and Order, DA 98-125 (Com. Car.
Bur., reI. Jan. 23, 1998)(suspending 14 transmittals and incorporating their review into the
investigation).

28 In the Access Charie Refonn Order. the Commission restructured ILEC access rates to: (1)
place more costs directly on end users in the form of higher subscriber line charges; and (2)
recover costs that do not vary with volume using flat monthly charges instead of per minute
charges.

29 In the Universal Service Order, the Commission took steps to ensure that support
mechanisms that are necessary to maintain local rates at affordable levels are protected and
advanced as competition in local telecommunications markets develops, and to make such
support explicit, as is required by the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 47 U.S.C. §254(d)-(e).
Federal-State Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Report and Order, FCC 97­
157 (reI. May 8, 1997) (Universal Service Order).
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• Define primary and non-primary residential lines;

• Provide IXCs timely, verifiable, auditable, line count information supporting
PICC charges;

• Provide IXCs information necessary to identify Centrex lines. and needed to
distinguish between single and multi-line business customers:

• Accept de-PIC from IXCs when we terminate a relationship with a customer for
non-payment; and

• Clearly identify the amount ofIXC federal universal service contribution collected
by the ILEC through interstate access charges.3o

Consequently, long distance carriers are placed in the position of having to recover new access

costs represented by PICC and ILEC USF flow throughs without the essential data needed to

make certain that we are collecting these fees in the most accurate way from our customer base.

This guessing game forces us to balance the risk of charging our customers too much -- resulting

in competitive consequences in the long distance markets -- or too little, leaving us financially

weaker and less able to open local markets. MCI believes we will at minimum fail to recover

nearly $200 million of the 1998 PICCs and USF costs assessed to us by ILECs.

For these reasons, MCI requests an immediate prescription of key rate levels. terms, and

conditions in the pending tariff investigation. Specifically, the Commission should eliminate the

distinctions between primary and non-primary lines, as the costs associated with implementing

such distinctions clearly outweigh the benefits. The Commission should also:

• Hold the ILECs responsible for collection of PICC until such time as they can
provide all necessary information to IXCs in advance of billing;

30 Mel has requested that ILECs provide information showing the amount of subsidies
included in interstate access charges. This request is consistent with the requirement in the
Telecommunications Act that subsidies be "explicit."
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• Prescribe a standardized, independently verifiable, definition of primary and non­
primary;

• Require the ILECs to provide auditable line count information. by telephone
number, immediately;

• Move as quickly as possible to grant the Sprint petition or prescribe language that
makes clear that IXCs can notify ILECs of de-PICs; and

• Standardize the date used by ILECs to decide which customers' PICCs are
assigned to a particular IXC.

Additionally, regardless of the determinations the Commission makes regarding the PICe, it

should require the ILECs to provide to each IXC the amount of USF pass through each IXC is

receiving in its access bills every month. This will allow the IXCs to monitor and recover USF

costs more efficiently and accurately.

These are items that, for the most part, the Commission itself has noted require

resolution. 31 With these key items prescribed in the tariffs and implemented. long distance

carriers will be able to more quickly rationalize our rate structure to our customers and to prepare

for the next round of increases in PICCs and USF.

V. The Commission Must Immediately Adopt a Standardized, Verifiable, Definition of
Primary and Non-Primary Lines

Under the Commission's rules. IXCs are assessed a monthly bill by the ILECs of$0.53

for each presubscribed primary residential line and for each single-line business line, $1.50 for

each non-primary residential line, $2.75 for each multi-line business line, $0.31 per Centrex line,

31~ Tariffs Implementing Access Charge Reform, CC Docket No. 97-250, Qrskr
Desi~natin~ Issues for Investi~ation and Order on Reconsideration, DA 98-151 (Com. Car. BUf.,
reI. Jan. 28, 1998)(Desi~nation Order).
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and $13.75 per ISDN PRI line.32 Because the PICe amount varies significantly depending on

whether a line is classified as residential primary or non-primary. or multi-line business or single-

line business. the classification by ILECs of the IXC customer base into single. non-primary. or

multi-line categories has a substantial influence over PICC charges that rxcs must pay. To be

provided a fair opportunity to recover costs, IXCs need clear. standard, verifiable tariffed

definitions that distinguish these line types and auditable line count information.

The Commission must adopt a standardized definition on which the ILECs will base their

PICC bills. In the ILEC tariffs that became effective January 1, 1998. ILECs included a wide

range of definitions for primary and non-primary residential lines (see Appendix A). The

Commission has determined that the ILECs' inconsistent definitions are often "vague" and

"circular. ,,33 The Commission should immediately issue an order in the Defining Primary Lines

proceeding (CC Docket No. 97-181) or prescribe language in the instant tariff investigation that

requires ILECs to adopt standardized. clear, competitively neutral residential line definitions. A

standardized definition will afford IXCs the ability to better determine how to recover costs and

reduces IXC internal systems duplication costs caused by differing ILEC definitions.

The Commission is in apparent agreement with MCr that the ILECs must incorporate

clear line definitions in their tariffs. On September 5. 1997. the Commission released the

Primar.' Lines NPRM seeking comment on how to define primary residential lines. and how to

J2 These are the maximum PICCs allowed by the Commission's rules.

33 Desi~nation Order at ~15.
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identify primary residential lines once a definition was in place.34 In that NPRM, the Commission

specifically stated that ILECs "must establish criteria to identify primary lines for the purpose of

detennining SLC and PICC levels. ,,35 Unfortunately, more than five months later. the

Commission has not issued an order delineating these fundamental criteria. No uniform or

acceptable definition for primary residential lines has been ordered.

IXCs and long distance customers have been hanned by the ILECs' "vague" and "circular"

line definitions and by their delays in providing verifiable, auditable PICC data that IXCs need.

and which the Commission has required. These ILEC delays are making it difficult for long

distance carriers to audit their bills and to recover their costs efficiently, requiring IXCs to

recover costs based on estimates rather than actual data. To mitigate this problem, the

Commission should at minimum prescribe that a line is primary if it is the only line on the IXC

end user billing account (instead of the ILEC end user billing account). This definition is

competitively neutral, verifiable, and easily audited since the ILEC records reveal the number of

lines PIC'd to each IXC and the IXC's own systems similarly reveal which numbers are PIC'd to

it,36 Alternatively. the Commission could prescribe that primary lines be based on ILEC billing

telephone number (BTN). BTN, while not as easily implemented and verifiable as a definition

based on IXC end user billing accounts. is more auditable and clearer to understand than the

34 In re Defining Primary Lines, CC Docket No. 97-181, Notice of Proposed Rulemakin~, 12
FCC Rcd 13647 (1997)(Primary Lines NPRM).

35 Primary Lines NPRM at I.

36 This method does not resolve the issue of an ILEC and IXC dispute over which customer
lines are PIC'd to a particular IXC. MCl's experience is that this is a non-trivial problem, and
MCI has initiated a reconciliation process with ILECs in an effort to mitigate the issue in the
future. We expect this effort to be completed in late 1998.
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definitions the ILECs have proposed.

The Commission should also require ILECs to populate a "class of customer" indicator on

Customer Account Record Exchange (CARE) transactions for new customer notifications.

CARE records currently are transmitted between the ILEC and the IXC to notify the IXC that the

customer is presubscribed to it and provide customer account information to the IXC. Such

information would allow the IXC to know what charge to pass on to that customer and also

provide a source for verifying the ILEC charges. While MCI recognizes that this is not a perfect

solution, as it only provides the information on a going-forward basis and does not address the

embedded base of customers, it should nonetheless be prescribed by the Commission.

Finally, the Commission should prescribe language permitting IXCs to request an

independent audit ofILEC systems used to detennine and bill the PICCo This would assist IXCs

in verifying PICC bills. As of today, MCl's review of line infonnation that we have received

from a few ILECs for our January access invoices reveal that there are enormous issues with the

data. Among other items, MCI has found that the ILECs have billed us on the basis of invalid

carrier identification codes, mis-classified customers, or have duplicated line count records. The

problems are substantial, and we believe will not be quickly remedied by the ILECs. An

independent audit is essential to enable us to provide the most accurate billing to the customer.

VI. The Commission Should Require ILECs to Provide IXCs Auditable Line Count
Data for All Types of Lines, Or Hold The ILECS Accountable

MCI has only recently received infonnation supporting PICC charges from some of the

large ILECs. The PICC bills received from the first four large ILECs were rejected from loading

19



due to formatting errors. In all cases the line detail information required to support the billed

amounts has not arrived with the invoice data but has been received 1-3 weeks after the invoice.

resulting in unauditable bills. MCI has only just received detailed line information from GTE and

Southwestern Bell. Pacific Bell sent its transmission in late January. but only delivered one bill

and has not sent the missing bills even though MCI has asked for them for weeks. BellSouth has

informed MCI that it will not provide the January bill or the ANI detail information to support its

January PICC bills until mid-March, at which time it will back-bill MCr. Even when we obtain

the ANI detail information to support the PICC bill, IXCs are in a "trust me" situation vis a vis

the ILECs, since we do not have any way to verify line classifications (~, primary/non-primary.

multi-line business, etc.) we are being charged.

First, it is unreasonable for the ILECs to bill IXCs more than one month in arrears for

PICe. Such back-billing practices increase the risk that IXCs will not be able to recover their

costs, given the Commission's various enforcement decisions limiting back-billing of retail

customers. Thus, the Commission should prescribe that ILECs must bill PICC charges within 30

days that the costs are incurred. IXCs should not suffer and long distance customers should not

be harmed as a result of ILEe billing inefficiencies.

Second. the Commission is in apparent agreement with MCI that ILECs are required to

provide IXCs auditable line count data. In the Access Char2e RefonD Reconsideration Order,

issued October 9, 1997, the Commission required the ILECs to provide IXCs with customer­

specific information about the number and type(s) ofPICCs they are assessing for each of the
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IXC's presubscribed customers.3
? In that order, the Commission recognized that this is necessary

to provide IXCs the opportunity to develop a rate structure that recovers these costs in a cost-

causative manner.38 Specifically, the Commission stated that:

If an IXC were to receive a bill for the aggregate amount of the PICCs assessed on its
presubscribed lines and did not have access to infonnation that indicates for which lines

.the LEC is assessing a primary or non-primary line residential PICCo the IXC would be
unable to develop residential rates that accurately reflect the underlying costs of providing
service over those lines.39

The Commission also found that:

.. .in a multi-line business configuration, without infonnation about the number of local
business lines that are presubscribed to a particular IXC and the amount ofPICCs being
charged for which lines, the IXC will not be able to recover the costs of serving its
customers in an efficient manner. 40

To date, more than four months later, some ILECsstill have not provided IXCs with infonnation

required by the Commission to support PICC bills. and which will allow IXCs "to recover the

costs of serving its customers in an efficient manner. ,,41

ILEC PICC billing practices that violate the Access Char~e Reform Reconsideration

~, coupled with vague line definitions, make it impossible for IXCs to develop accurate

37Second Order on Reconsideration and Memorandum Opinjon and Order. 12 FCC Red.
16606 (1997) (Access Char~e Reform Reconsideration Order), ~16. Currently, MCI receives
information from the ILECs showing which customer lines are presubscribed to MCI. MCI has
no way of determining or verifying whether that line is primary Of secondary residential, multi­
line or single-line business, or Centrex lines.

38 lQ.

39 lii..

40 lQ.

41IfIXCs are forced to collect the PICC fees on behalf of the ILECs, it is imperative that IXCs
be given real time access to ILEC databases for PICC in order to respond to customer inquiries.
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residential rates that reflect the distinction between primary and non-primary lines, and business

rates that reflect the distinction between multi-line and single-line business lines. ILECs should

not be permitted to collect the PICC from the IXCs through current charges until they can

provide the PICC billing information ordered in the Access Char~e Reform Reconsideration

Qn.kr. The Commission should prescribe the PICC rate of zero ($0.00) until such time as the

ILECs comply with the Access Char~e Reform Reconsideration Order. The Commission has

designated these portions of the ILEC tariffs for investigation, and therefore has clear authority to

prescribe rates.42

If the ILECs can demonstrate that they cannot provide immediate verifiable line

information to support their PICC bills due to systems limitations, and the Commission

determines that is essential for ILECs to recover the PICC immediately, the Commission should

hold the ILECs responsible for collection of the PICC from the end user until such time as the

ILEC can provide all necessary information to the IXC in advance ofbilling. Under the

Commission's rules, ILECs currently assess the PICC on end users that do not presubscribe to an

IXC. Therefore, no new system development costs or significant additional expenses would be

placed on the ILECs as a result of modification that would req4ire ILECs to collect the PICC

from the end user instead of from the IXC. Moreover, since ILECs already bill the end user for

the subscriber line charge every month, it already has the information to determine whether the

line is primary or non-primary residentiaL multi-line or single-line business. Clearly, ILECs are

much better situated to collect these fees from end users than IXCs, who have been denied the

information necessary to collect revenues.

42 47 U.S.C.§204.
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VII. The Commission Should Immediately Determine that IXCs Can Notify ILECs of
De-PIC's

On December 31, 1997, Sprint filed a Petition for Declaratory Ruling seeking a ruling

that an IXC that has terminated service to a presubscribed customer for nonpayment or for

violation of any other term or condition in the IXC's tariff is not liable for PICCs with respect to

such customer's lines if the IXC has made a timely notification to the ILEC that it has

discontinued service to the customer.43 Just as the ILEC should accept notification from the IXC

that a customer has selected that IXC as the presubscribed interexchange carrier, the ILEC should

accept notification from the IXC that a customer is no longer presubscribed (PIC'd) to that IXe.

As is illustrated in Appendix B, MCI has requested that ILECs de-PIC customers for

which MCI has terminated service for nonpayment or for violation of any other term or condition

in MCl's tariff. As is also illustrated in Appendix B. the ILECs have refused. and will continue

to assess the PICC on MCI.

As Sprint states in its petition. the Commission clearly contemplated that the PICC would

be charged to IXCs only when a carrier-customer relationship exists with the end user and that

the ILEC should bilI the PICe directly to customers that have no presubscribed carrier. Sprint

also correctly states that the Commission took this action in order to remove an end user's

incentive not to presubscribe to any carrier. and thereby to avoid liability for the PICC charges

that would be recovered directly or indirectly by presubscribed IXCs in their rates.44 The case in

43 Sprint Corporation Request for Declaratory Ruling Regarding Application of PICCs,
CCB/CPD 98-2, filed December 31. 1997.

44~ Access Char~e Refoon Order at ~93, where the Commission noted the "customer
contact value" of being the presubscribed carrier. As Sprint explains in its Petition, that value is
present only if the customer has an account with the IXC.
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which an IXC has terminated its relationship with the customer is no different than the one in

which the customer has decided not to presubscribe its line to any carrier. In both cases. the

ILEC should assess the PICC directly on the end user. Absent such a ruling. IXCs could be

placed 'in the position of having to pay the PICC for end user lines that are presubscribed to that

IXC even though no relationship exists between that IXC and customer. There would be no way

for the IXC to recover the PICC charges from its former customer.

In the Access Charie Reform Reconsideration Order. the Commission recognized that

accurate PICC billing is necessary for IXCs to recover their costs efficiently. Clearly. allowing

an ILEC to bill an IXC a PICC for a customer with which that IXC no longer has a customer

relationship is contrary to the Commission's intent. In such an instance. ILECs should bill the

end user directly.

The Commission must prescribe language to be included in the ILECs' tariffs that require

ILECs to de-PIC customers when notified by that customer's IXC. and require ILECs to collect

the PICC from these end users directly. subject to timely notification. Absent such a

presubscription. IXCs will continue to be billed PICCs with no way for the IXC to recover the

PICC charge from that customer.

VIII. The Commission Should Standardize The "Snap-Shot" Date Used by fLECs to Bill
PICCs

Currently, the ILECs are permitted to take a "snap shot" on a particular date to determine

which customers' PICC are assigned to a particular IXC. As customers relocate, and competition

develops in the local telecommunications markets, customers will, no doubt, change local phone
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companies within a billing period. If ILECs do not take the "snap shot" on a standardized date. it

is likely that. for the same portion of the ILECs' aggregated customer base. IXCs will be assessed

PICCs by more than one ILEC for the same customer. Additionally. allowing ILECs to take

"snap shots" on different dates makes it more difficult for IXCs to estimate their overall PIce

costs, which they must recover through nationally averaged rates. It also needlessly increases

IXC systems cost, since they must process data at different times throughout the month. Today.

for example, Frontier is submitting PICC information to MCI for 30 sub-companies six different

times in the month. While each sub-company appears on only one of 6 cycles, the result of the

different intervals is that the IXC effort and associated costs required to handle Frontier is as

great or greater than the major ILECs. It is important, therefore, that regardless of the number of

sub-companies or bill cycles that an ILEC has. the Commission should prescribe that ILECs must

submit a single snap-shot to IXCs. on a uniform date.

IX. The Commission Should Prescribe Tariff Language Requiring ILECs to Provide
IXCs Information Supporting the Amount of Universal Service Subsidies Included
In Access Charges

In the Universal Service Order, the Commission found that ILECs could recover their

universal service contributions through interstate access charges. The Commission also indiCated

that carriers contributing to universal service could recover their contributions from interstate

rates.

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 clearly requires that universal service subsidies be

specific and explicit. However. the full amount of MCl's federal universal service contribution is

not known because the ILECs are not itemizing the amount of interstate access charges billed to
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MCI and other IXCs that is, in fact, universal service contribution. Accordingly, MCI requests

that the Commission prescribe that the ILECs' access bills include a line item breaking out the

amount of universal service that is passed through to IXCs in each access element.45

Alternativel);, the Commission should order the ILECs to report monthly to IXCs the percentage

of revenues recovered in each basket that represents ILEC USF contributions. However. the

Commission should be aware that if the ILECs do not provide information by rate element. then

IXCs are entitled to allocate ILEC USF contributions to the appropriate charges for the purpose

of calculating their USF retail fees.

45 For example, the ILECs should separate the amount of universal service contributions that
are recovered through PICCs from the amount recovered though carrier common line charges.
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X. Conclusion

Wherefore, the Commission should adopt prescriptive measures that will ensure that

access charges are quickly driven to forward-looking economic cost. Additionally. it should

immediately prescribe the modifications delineated in this petition to ensure that (1) IXCs ha\'e

the opportunity to recover their costs efficiently, and (2) harm to long distance consumers

resulting from ILEC PICC billing delays is mitigated.

Respectfully submitted,
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

~ Lbc.____
Mary~wn
Don Sussman
Mary Sisak
MCI Telecommunications Corp.
1801 Pennsylvania Ave.. NW
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202)-887-2551

February 24. 1998
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APPENDIX A

fLEe NOJl'-PRlMARY LINE DEFINITIO~S

Effective January 1. 1998

Ameritech (Section 3.8.1.B)

"\Vhen an end user is provided with more than one local residence exchange service at the sa
location. only one line will be classified as Primary and all other lines are considered to be
Non-Primary. One or more of the lines may be provided by the Telephone Company under t
genera! andJor local exchange service tariffs. One or more lines may also be provided by ath
telecommunications provider(s) as resold exchange access.

For exchange residence service installed prior to January I. 1998. the Telephone Company \\
use existinf! sen'ice records to determine which line is PrimaI"\', Current billinl.! records cont~

~ . ~

Cniversal Sen'ice Order Codes (USOCs) and Field Identifiers (FIDs) that identify non-prim::J
residence lines. If that data are not available. date of installation may be used, The first line
mstalled at a location will be designated as Primary,

For exchange residence sen'ice established after January 1. 1998. if the customer orders more
than one lme at the same sen'ice locatIon. the first line installed will be Primary, Otherwise.
sen'lces are ordered at different tlmes. the date of installation for the same location may be U:

to deSignate the Primary line,"

Bell Atlantic (Section ·t1.6(,,\))

"The El:CL and PICC ReSldencl' Sunscnher rJle regulations are Jesign:ned as either Pnmar)
:\on-Pnmary The Pnmary rate IS assessed to the residential subscriber hne which is any anc
of the tollowmg:

( I ) the only line provided at that locatIOn: <:2) the line designated as primary by the bi
pany at the point of ordenng sen'lCc: or (3) where the billed party has not designated
line. the first line installed An: addillonallines at the same location for the same bil
pany will be assessed the :\on-Pnmary rate,"

BellSouth

In the definitions section of the tariff (Section :.6), BellSouth states that the term "primary
residential local exchange sen'lce Ime or trunk" "denotes the Residential Local Exchange ser



line or trunk provided by the Telephone Company or a reseller of Telephone Company-pro\'i
local exchange service lines or trunks which is assessed the Primary Residential PICe or El"
Charge."

GTE (Section 13.10(B»

\V"hile no PICe-specific definition exists. GTE states the following for the EUCL:

"End user residence common line rates are applied as primary or non-primary. Primary resid(
end user common line rates will apply to only one line:

When the customer has more than one line billed on a single account for the same ser
name at the same service address.

:\on-primary residence end user common line rates will apply to all residence line~ w

are not primary residence lines."

!'e\'ada Bell (Section 3.8.B)

-- Same as Pacific Bell (see below)

;\Y\TX (Section ..t.6.1)

-- Sam;: JS Bell Atl:mtlc

Pacific Bell (Section 3.7.8)

"Each additlonal local exchange lme pn)\'lded to a specific end user at the same premises as 1

.pnmary resldentlJ.1 Ime m I A I abo\c under the Telephone Company's general or local exchan
SerYlcc tariffs shall be deemed Il) he J non-primary residentiallme."

S;\ET (Section ..t.1.3.E)

"When an end user is provided a reSidence Telephone Exchange Service by the Telephone
Company. the Primary Residence Subscriber rate set forth in Section 4.1.4(a) following appli

. to the first local residence exchange line::. Each additional local residence exchange line
will be billed the Non-Pnmary reSidence rate set forth in Section 4.1.4(d) following."

2



_.;::'il>i
~.!r'.fr__

Sprint (Section 4.6.A)

'The EUCL and PICC residence subscriber rates. as described in (A) and (B) following ~e

assessed on a Primary and Non-Primary basis. The primary Tate is assessed to the first lm~ 1

residence. Any additional lines at the same residence for the same billIng p:11'1y will be :!Sse:
the non-primary rate."

SWBT (Section 3.3.B)

"For each local exchange service provided as a non-primaI')' residential service. the !\on-Pri
Residential charge applies to each line."

U S West (Section 4.6.A)

"The EUCL and PICe Residence Subscriber rates. as described in B.. C. and 1. following. j

based on a PrimaI')' and Non-Primary basis. The PrimaI')' Residence rate is assessed for the 1

line provided at a residence. Each additional line at the same residence. regardless of the naJ
subscriber. is assessed the ~on-Primary Residence rate. If the primary line disconnects. the
non-primaI')' line with the greatest length of service becomes the primary line. A residence i
defined as a self-contained houszng unl t that typically contains cooking and sleeping faciliti
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APPENDIXB

LETTERS TO AND FROM ILECS REGARDl~GDE-PICC
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Mel

MO te......"'unIUitIOft'

~tIOft

707 17th SUHI
SUlt@ .200
O@nver. CO 80202

January 21. J998

Ms. Pam Lee
Director
Bell South
1960 W Exchant!e Place. ~:.JIte 410
Tucker. GA 30084

Dear Pam:

This letter constltutes \1CI'~ [urmal request to ~ve Bell South suppOrt
processes to oem'll! ... 1C1 to un-OIC its former customers at the RBOC
sWItch level Soeclr'::::lII\ \ leI requests that Bell South suppon the TCSI
0205-0rder Cancellallon- \,\'T\' only-by AC process.

MCI requests tnat lr1:S orocess De made available so that MCI may
initiate the comOlete removal or' an Mel PIC designation for former
customers wno are olsconnected by Mel for financial or other reasons,
or customers \~ no n3\e reauested disconnection In communlcatlons
dlreC'tlv wltn \ler ~,~: nave not followed up by contactll1g Bell South
and reauestJn~ a nc\\ r:-lman Inlerexchange camer We reqUire thIS
orocess. H1 Dan. so InJ: rIce ;:3vment and assessment Issues are
proper!v hand tea

This IS a mane:- 3: S:~:lIri'::3r., u~~enc.... for Mel \Ve request that vou
provIde a wnne:i res:'or.se :,' au:- request. mciudlOg a pro,lect
ImoiementatIor. ca:e ::-. i::- ::~:er tnan Januarv 28. 10 98 Other iocal
exchange C3rTlerS :-:J.e areJO" maae thIS process a....allable. and we
e~Dect that Beli S.:;~:; S~·::'J:'; t'e aD Ie to proVIde dus functlonahtv on or
before Marer. ..i: ... ,J\.,

Thank you for \()U~ ~'~rr:~: J::entlon to thiS Issue

Smcerely.

Robbie L Rutstein
DIrector
Mass Markets
Order ProcesslnL!



Mel

MCI te~.cat.onl
c..,.......
707 17th Street
SUite '200
Denver, CO 80202

January 21. 1098

Mr. David Vaughn
General Manager
Southwestern Bell
Four Bell Plaza. Room 060
Dallas, TX 75:0:

Dear Dave'

This letter constllutes 1\1C1'5 lonna! request to have Southwestern Bell
support processes lO oermtt ~1Cl to un-pic its former customers at the
RBOC switch le\'el SoeClr·lcall\,. Mel requests that Southwestern Bell
support the TeSl COS-Order CanceUation-WTN only-by AC process,

MCI requests that tnt.; orocessoe made available so that MCI may
initiate the comOlete remo .... al of an MCI PIC designation for former
customers wno are clsconnected by MCI for financial or other reasons.
or customers wno nave reouested disconnection in communications
directly wltn ~1Cl ~~: n:\\'e nOl followed up by contacung Southwestern
Bell and reauestln~ J new cnmarv mterexchange CaITler, We requlfe this
process. In Dar. 521:1.1: Pice :::'3vment and assessment Issues are
prooert\' hana Ie::

This IS a matter c: sl~nll-lcan; urgenc\' for Mel \Ve request that vou
prOVide a wrmer. reSDonse to our request. lOcludmg a pro,leet
Impiemenratlon oJ:e ~'. no later tnan Januarv 28. 1998 Other local'
exchange caITIe;s rJ\e alreao\ made thiS process available. and we
e:'<pect that SOUln\~ esrer;: Be!1 shouid be able to proVide thIS functlonahtv. .
on or before ,'lar.::- _~' ..:0,

Thank vou for \-au: f,QmCH anentlon to thiS Issue

Sincerel\'.

~~
Robbie L Rutstem
Director
Mass Markets
Order Processln2



.­---
Mel

MCI ' .......rnUft.CAt.onl
~11OIt

707 17tn itreet
SUIte 4200
Denver. CO 80202

January 21. 1998

Ms. Kathy Flvnn-Mlies
Account Vice Presloem
Pacific Bell
370 3rO Street. Room j'J 1
San FrancIsco (.-\ 9.J IG-:

Dear Kathy'

This letter constitutes ,\1(1'.5 [orma} request to have Pacific Bell support
processes to permit \ICl to un-Olc its former customers at the RBOC
sWItch level Soecrr"IC41ll \. \ 1C1requestS that Pacific Bell suppon the
TCSI 020S-0rder l :mceiiJtlon- \\TN only-by AC process.

MCI requests tnat InlS process De made available so that MCI may
Initiate the comPlete removal or' an Mel PIC designatlon for former
customers who are a:sconnected by MCI for fmanclaJ or other reasons.
or customers wna nave reouested disconnection 10 communicauons
drrectlv with ,~1Cl but nave not followed up by contactlng PaCific Bell
and reauestJn~ a new prImary mterexchange carner. We requIre thiS
process. In pan. so ln31 PICC 8J\'mem and assessment Issues are
properlY handlec

ThiS IS a matter 01 sl~nl:'~;:3.r'.: ur~encv for MCl We request that vou
prOVide a written rt'SDonse [0 our request. Includmg a pro.lect
ImoiementatlOn OdIe. ~'- no later than Januarv 28. 1998 Other local
exchange earners nJ\e a:reJJ" made thiS process available. and we
expect that Pami;: Bel, ~r,oulj be able to proVIde thIS functionality on or
before Marcn J: : :;Q<;,

Thank you for \'our [',omD~ attention to thIS Issue

Smcerelv.

Robbie L RutsteIn
Director
Mass Markets
Order Processm~



1I!IP"-'1!!:_1:,..,'--

Mel

MCI Te "'unlcatIOftS
~ ..,
707 17tl"t Strrrt
SUltr 4200
Ot!nvt!r. CO 1l020Z

January 21. lUQ~

Ms. Jasmme Eso\'
MCI Account Team CJlrectc~

US West
1801 Califorma~, 2:.mc'::::'
Denver, CO 8C:::

Dear Jasmme

This letter conslltu:es \ I[l'~ :.:rmai request to have US West suppon
processes to oermt: \Iel ::; u:-:-oic us fonner customers at the RBOC
swuch levei S::'t"cll:::all\ \ :CI reauests that US West support the TCSI
0205-0rder CarlCell.!!lOn- \',1'< l>niy-by AC process,

MCI requests rr.:n t!":s crG:ess De made available so that MCI may
muiate the COMClele :~~Q\ 31 0: an MCI PIC designation for former
customers wne 3~e 81S::Jnnecea O\' Mel for fmancial or other reasons.
or customers \l no r.J \ e recuested disconnectlon m communicauons
direct!\, wltn \ Ie I ~.~~ i1J\ e r.ot followed up by contacung LIS West and
reauestlng a r.e\\ ('rl~3.:"\ :r.1ere'(change carrier We requIre thIS
process. In r;2o;: S' ::-:20: i>I(C ::J",mem and assessment Issues are
orooeri\' han.:::::.::

ThIS IS a marrer r: ' ..':~::,:J;;: t,;r~encv for MC1 We request that you
provide a WTlnen r~";':Jns:- :,~ our reouest. mcludmg a pro.lect
ImOlementa[Jo:: c:::: :' r' ,~~er than January 28. 1°98 Other local
excnange carrlt"~s ~,O.~' -'~ ::.3::::. :naae thIS process available. and we
exoecI tnat L S \\ ::,' ':'''~_.''; ":' 30ie 10 orovlde thIS funcuonalltv on or
before Marc'..' :,'.

Thank YOU fo~ \'~' ~':'~,:-: ::.::entlon to thIS Issue

Smcere I\',

~

I I

1':..1"--,,,

RobbIe L Rutstein
DIrector
Mass Markets
Order Processln~



"'lli:,I!:
..J .

Mel

MQ '.I.....lftun'ut'OfIs
C......ftIOfI

707 17tn Strut
~ulte 4200
Denver. CO 80202

Januarv : I, 1°98

Mr. David W Swan. J~

Vice President
Bell Atlantic Soutn
Operations Carner ServIces
2980 Fairview Park Drive ,:.J, Floor
Falls Church. \' -\ :::;~:

Dear David'

This letter consmutes \ 1(1':> :urmal request to have Bell Atlanuc South
support processes to Dl:rrnJl \1(1 to un-pIC its former customers at the
RBOe switch level ~:Jecl:'l:all\. MCI requests that Bell Atlanuc South
support the TeS! C::'5-0raer L:mcellation-WTN only-by AC process.

MCI requests rr.:n [r.rs crocess De made available so that MCI mav
mitlate the comole:e remO\ai 0: an MCI PIC designauon for former
customers wno are c!s:onneceo bv Mel for flOanclal or other reasons.
or customers \\ no n3\e r~aues!ea dlsconnectlon m commUOlcatlons
directly with \1(1 ell: nJ\e :::J! [allowed up by comacung Bell Atlantic
South and reoues:::::..: :l rt"" ::-:ma.rv mterexchange camer \Ve requIre
thiS process. In 0Jr: ,,- r~J: I':(C 03vrnent and assessment Issues are
propenv hane Iec

This IS a matte:- c: j:'~r.I:-:CJ;,: LJ:-cenc\, for Mel We reauest that "ou
prOVide a wrmer: :-es:-C"'rse:. ':';:- reauest. mciudmg a pro,leel
ImpiemematlOn CJl:? :-' r:: ,J:e:- tnan January :8. 1998 Other local
excnange came:-s r,J"~':: ~;:;:'':', maae thiS orocess avatlable, and we
expect tnat Beil -\: ,J;,:,~ ::-u:r snould be able to pro\1de thiS
funCtlOnaill\ Qr 0' :-,::,~::r:, \ lJ~:r: );. 10 98

Thank yOU ror \ClU, rr::imr: a!lentlon to thiS Issue

Smcerely,

~
Robbie L RutsteIn
Director
Mass Markets
Order Processln~



, ;nwdw"' ·W

Mel

MCI """""'U"IClitlonl

c-.---
707 17t'" Str~~t

SUlt~ .200
D~nv~r. CO 80202

January 21, 1°98

Ms Pat GonzaJes-Pere:
Director Camer S\stcms-t:xtemaJ Systems
Bell AtlantIc Nonn
375 Pearl Stree~. Room j 501
New York. 1\'1' 1003 S

Dear Pat:

This letter constitutes ;\,1(1'5 INmal request to have Bell Atlantic Nonh
suppon processes tu oermJl .\lCI to un-pic its former customers at the
RBOC sWltcn :e':e: ~~cclti=ail\'. MCI requests that Bell Atlantic Nonh
suppon the TeSl '::~5·0roerC;mcellation-WTN only-by AC process

MCI requests t"JI tr.IS orocess De made available so that MCl may
initiate the comPlete removal oi an Mel PIC designation for former
customers wno are a:s.:onnected bv Mel for financial or other reasons.
or customers v. no na ve reauested disconnection 1.0 commumcauons
directly wJln .\leJ L:'-J! n:ne nOl rollowed up by contacung Bell Atlantic
~onh and reaueSllr.~ 3 ne\\ Nlmary Interexchange carner. We require
thiS process. I;: CJ.i. '" tr,3t rlCc payment and assessment issues are

propem ha no I c:

ThiS IS a matte~~' S,~;::I':::3;:: urgenc... for Mel We request that vou
provlae a Wfme:-: rcsounse [(' our reauest. mcludmg a pro.lect
ImpJemematlor. C:2.:e C', n;:, later than Januar\' 28. 1998 Other local
exchange cante,s r,) \ e JI;eJ8\ maoe thiS process available. and we
exoect that Bei: '\:J~:;:: '.v'r: snould be able to prOVIde thIS
functlonaill\ 0' C" ~':~;}re \1Jr.::n 31.1998

Thank vou (or \t'L.:' c'omr r J:[entlon to thiS Issue

Smcerel\'.

Robbie L Rutstein
Director
Mass Markets
Order ProcesslOll



Mel

MCI ,.••• ",,,,un'at'OM
c:o.,.rlltlOft
707 17th Stre.t
SUIte .200
Deny.r. CO 80202

January:!. 1°98

Ms. Carol Ostranaer
Director-Sales
Soutbern New Engiano Teieonone
530 Preston Avenue
Meriden. CT 06450

Dear Carol.

This letter constitutes .\1(1'5 formal request to have Southern New
England Teleonone suopon processes to permit MCI to un-pic its former
customers at the RBOe :;wltcn level. Specifically, MCI requests that
Southern New En~lano Teieonone suppan the TCSI 020S-0rder
Cancelllltlon-\\T'< nnl\-[)\' A( process.

MCI requests that tnlS orocess be made available so that MCI may
initiate the commete removai of an MCI PIC designation for former
customers wno are Olsconnected by MCI for financlal or other reasons.
or customers wno n3ve reauested disconnectlon 1D commUQlcauons
dtrectly wltn .\1(1 but nave not followed up by contactlng Southern New
England Teieonone 3:18 reauestlng a new pnmarv mterexchange carner
\Ve reaUire t:::s Ofocess 1~ oarl. so that PIC( payment and assessment
Issues are oropefl\ r:.1I10Ie:

ThiS IS a matter c: sl~nl:-I:ant urgenc\' for Mel We request that vou
provide a wrmen response {l' our reQuest. mciudmg a proJect
Imoiementatlon o3te :-', 'lC' later than January 28. 1998 Other local
exchange CJi7lerS :l3\ t' J;;ea:)\ made thiS process available. and we
exoect tha: Soutner~ ,,~\~ t::1~land Telephone should be able to proVlde
thiS functlonallt\ C'~, c' :-ewre ~1arch 31, 1998

Thank vou for vour ['romOl artentlon to thiS Issue

Sincerely.

{~
Robbie L RutsteIn
Director
Mass Markets
Order Processlnl2


